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t ank problems w o u l d  not be as great as t hey are. Ethanol does 
n o t  c o n taminate u n d e r g r o u n d  water if it leaks from a t a n k  and 
certa i n l y  M TBE an d  a lot of the b enzenes and other things they 
u s e  to enhance octane do. If we h ad b e e n  u s i n g  exclusiv ely  
ethanol in this state for 20 years, our leaky unde r g r o u n d  
storage tank p roblems w o u l d  no t  be to the m a g n i t u d e  that they 
are. It's just the w ay it is, folks. So, w i t h  that, I'll give 
the rest of my t ime bac k to the Chair.

S P E AKER KRISTENSEN: Senator Chambers.

S E N ATOR CHAMBERS: Mr. President, m e mbers of th e  Legislature, I
d o n ' t  thi nk  S e n ato r W e h r b e i n  unde r s t a n d s  my amendment. Senator 
Wehrbein, m y  amendmen t does no t  to u c h  the transfer. The 
t ra n s f e r  stays in place. Th e  $6 m i l l i o n  w i l l  be t a k e n  from the
f und and pu t  into the G e neral Fund. M y  amend m e n t  does not touch
that. I, b y  s tanding  h e r e  now, h a v e  a m e nded my original 
amendment so it does n ot strike all of S e ction 7. It doesn't 
strike an y t h i n g  r e lat ed to the transfer. It sim p l y  goes into 
the existing law to strike the w ord "only" so that it's clear 
that these funds m ay be u s e d  for other p u r p o s e s . B ut the 
st riking of this w o r d  will not let DE Q  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  spend it 
for a nything else b e cause w e  still h a v e  the list there. The
o nly wa y  m o n e y  could be spent f r o m  this fund other t han for that
laundry list w o u l d  b e  for us to pass a b ill that added to the 
laundry list or t o o k  away f r o m  it. W h a t  m y  amen d m e n t  w o u l d  do
is put this section of statute in the same cond i t i o n  as the
statutes d e a l i n g  w i t h  those other pro g r a m s  yo u  talk e d  about. 
No t  one of t hem says that the m o n e y  in th o s e  pro g r a m s  will be 
spent only for. This is the o nly one I'm aware of where we have 
that. Ev en w ith the t o b acco program, t hat I was fighting
yeste r d a y  to p r e vent from losi n g  money, d oes no t  h ave the word
" o n l y " . It does no t  say that m o n e y  will be spent only for such
and such. This s e c tion does. It's clear from w hat we ' r e  doing 
he r e  today t hat the w o r d  "only" is n ot go i n g  to b i n d  us. So I 
wa n t  to strike that word "only" b e c a u s e  it serves no purpose.
Now, if we d o n ' t  strike "only" what  are we left with? We're
left w ith a situa t i o n  where so m e b o d y  r e ading the statute would 
get the i m p r ession that this fund is sa c r o s a n c t  and that the 
Legi s l a t u r e  will never touch it, w h i c h  o b v i o u s l y  is n ot true. 
W hat m y  amendment wo u l d  do is to br i n g  the statute  into


